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Abstract: We distinguish different types of Short Food Supply Chains (SFSC); nevertheless,
their common main characteristic relate to reduced numbers of intermediaries between farmers/food
producers and consumers. The aim of the paper is to present the SFSCs as local and sustainable food
systems with their possible development. The SFSC idea follows the concept of sustainability, which
is based on three pillars: environmental, social, and economic. In the paper, the authors also highlight
other barriers to growth, and challenges faced by local food systems.
Keywords: short supply chain; sustainability; local food systems; economic; environmental and
social dimension
1. Introduction
Nowadays, we observe that food supply chains, and in general agribusiness systems,
are transformed into a coordinated food system [1]. This leads to competition not only between
individual companies in a food chain but also to competition between supply chains and networks [2,3].
As a result of these trends, research on developing new models for food markets is required. We observe
a continuous increase of consumers’ demand on food safety and its functionality [4]. In addition,
consumers require product diversity, higher packaging quality, and the quality of services [4]. A further
argument for intensive research on this topic, which is recognized by the scientists, is the importance
of supply chain management due to instability of products and weak product flow tracking [5].
Therefore, it is obvious that food producing systems must be operated in a sustainable way [6].
The protection of environment and the economy of sustainable development is nowadays the
most current trend [7]. Subsequently, a question arises of how such sustainable production and
distribution systems can be implemented where more and more attention is paid in the literature to the
relationship between sustainable development of the economy and functioning of supply chains. In the
Special Report on Climate Change and Land prepared by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change, it is encouraging to note that consumption of locally produced food and efficiency of food
processing/transportation results in minimization of food losses, enhanced food security, and reduced
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions [8]. Other studies show that increased local production minimizes
GHG emissions [9] and local food self-sufficiency relates to climate change, diets, and urbanization [10].
An interesting study on the concept of local self-sufficiency is presented by Pradhan et al. (2014) [11].
In this context, it is worth mentioning that an increasing number of consumers are looking
for alternative sources of food produced near their place of residence [12,13]. These relatively new
forms of organized food distribution are captured under the term Short Food Supply Chains (SFSCs).
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The dissemination of SFSCs in recent years can be linked to the preferences of consumers that search
for high quality products. These trends are confirmed by numerous studies [10,14–17], showing that
the growing popularity of short supply chains should be attributed to the distribution model based
on local and fresh products. In addition, SFFCs can be seen as supporting sustainable and healthy
farming methods and generating resilient farm-based livelihoods [18]. It is observed that SFSCs have
the potential to improve farm incomes, promote sustainable farming systems, and contribute to local
economic development.
As shown, research conducted on shortening food supply chains or short food supply
chains [8–12,16,19] are focused on their sustainable potential; nevertheless, the studies take into
consideration only one aspect or one pillar of sustainability, e.g. social [12,16] or environmental, mainly
GHG emissions [8–10]. Based on the research conducted in the literature, the research team highlights
that there are knowledge gaps in characterizing the short food supply chains in connection with their
sustainable potential, i.e. under three pillars of sustainability: economic, social, and environmental
perspectives. The paper attempts to show the potential of SFSCs in all three perspectives of sustainability.
The research was based on good practices, which were identified on the basis of criteria presented in
Section 3.2. The criteria cover economic, environmental, and social sustainability. The next step of the
research will be to create qualitative metrics for assessing the sustainable potential of SFSCs.
The paper is divided into three sections. In Section 2, the Materials and Methods are described.
In Section 3, the typology of short food supply chains is presented and hot topics of analysis of short
food supply chains are introduced. As a next step, the positive impact of SFSCs in three dimensions of
sustainable development are analyzed. In addition, short food supply chains’ good practices with
an orientation on sustainability, are systematized, summarized, and analyzed. Finally, in Section 4,
the discussion on possible barriers and chances for development of SFSCs is presented. The concluding
remarks are given in the last section.
2. Materials and Methods
One of the key drivers of this research is to deliver information and knowledge, essentially through
two complementary approaches.
The first part of the research assumed the systematization of information and data on good
practices for SFSCs across Europe. The research was aimed at running a comprehensive scouting of
good practices across Europe, resulting in over 100 good practices in total. The repository of good
practices can be found at a dedicated place on the Short Supply Chain Knowledge and Innovation
Network (SKIN) website [20]. These were identified through extensive mapping in different European
countries on the basis of harmonized methodology and metrics on what a good practice is in terms of
results, sustainability aspects, and its socio-economic impact on territories, as well as its replicability
potential. These methodology and metrics were discussed and prepared by the consortium of the SKIN
project (among others, most of the authors of this paper) and experts invited to the consortium meeting.
The Delphi method was used for preparing the methodology and metrics (criteria for organizing and
analyzing of case studies). The Delphi method belongs to the group of heuristic methods in which
the knowledge, experience, and opinions of experts in a given field are used. The research consists of
conducting a series of surveys among experts. The stages of the research in the Delphi method include
defining the problem, selecting a group of experts, preparation of the survey, analysis of feedback
responses, and development of results.
The case studies (material for this research) being analyzed in the paper were collected according
to indicated methodology, among others, by most of the authors within the framework of the EU
Horizon 2020 project SKIN—Short supply chain Knowledge and Innovation Network. Most authors
of the paper were the main contributors in this project.
The criteria (hot topics) were used to thematically organize good practices according to interesting
and relatable themes for end users (criteria are described in Section 3.2.). The detailed structure of hot
topics can be found on the SKIN website [20]. The repository of good practices is available for each
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interested researcher. A similar study, as provided within the framework of this paper or a study with
another focus, e.g. governance, might be conducted. One of the hot topics was Values, describing three
pillars of sustainability, i.e., social, economic, and environmental aspects. Subcategories in the hot topic
of Values, as shown in Table 1, cover the areas of economic, environmental, and social sustainability.
The second part of the research assumed pointing to the positive impact of SFSCs in three
dimensions of sustainable development. The SFSCs and their development were main themes of six
“innovation challenges workshops”. The workshops allowed stakeholders to propose ideas for SFSC
development in areas like sustainability, consumers, logistics and distribution, and regulations. During
the workshops, the producers (participants of SFSCs) were interviewed in the context of the positive
impact of SFSCs on sustainability; the experts were sharing opinions on this topic and the survey on
discussed areas was also conducted. Based on the collected knowledge, areas of the positive impact of
SFSCs in three dimensions of sustainable development were prepared.
The literature review was also done to address key issues related to SFSCs (based on Google Scholar
and Scopus where key words were used to search such as short food supply chains, sustainability,
social, economic, environment. All agricultural systems were included in this search).
An additional section on success factors and barriers to SFSCs’ creation and function was included
in the paper. The success factors and barriers were identified based on good practices collected
within the research. The purpose of including this section was to provide a broader perspective in the
discussion on the sustainability of SFSCs. The success factors and barriers are introduced in Section 4
of this paper.
3. Results
3.1. Typology of Short Food Supply Chains
In the literature, one can find various definitions of SFSCs. The “Short Supply Chain” is often
used as an umbrella concept [15].
The concept assumes context-dependent economic, socio-cultural, policy, organizational
characteristics, and having different impacts on local economies. The definitions of short supply
chain are formulated under different criteria, such as the number of intermediaries, physical distance,
social relations, knowledge exchange, locality, and governance involvement. There are many different
forms of SFSCs in Europe, however, they share a common characteristic of reduced numbers of
intermediaries between the farmer or food producer, and the consumer. The number of intermediaries
is often indicated as a discriminating factor to define SFCS. In the definition proposed in the European
rural development regulation (1305/2013), one also notes a reference to a limited number of economic
operators. This reference is also seen in the definition proposed by Parker [21], wherein the possibility
of the absence of intermediaries in the supply chain is indicated. According to the regulation, a short
supply chain means a supply chain committed to co-operation, improving local economic development,
and that is also characterized by short geographical distance between the producer and the consumer,
and close social relations between producers, processors, and consumers [19].
Taking into account the criteria for SFSCs, a variety of classifications or typologies were developed
with the purpose of their systematic exploration. The typologies are also useful for implementation of
necessary support measures [22]. Three main types of short food chains on the basis of the number
of intermediaries, physical distance, and organizational arrangements were proposed within the
European Commission IMPACT project [15,16]. The conducted research allowed for a distinction of
face-to-face, proximate, and spatially extended SFSCs. According to Mundubat [23], SFSCs can be
classified into nine categories, as shown in Figure 1, on the basis of the low, medium, and high levels of
compromise adopted either by consumers or producers.
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Figure 1. A typology of SFSCs based on the level of compromise adopted by consumers or producers.
Source: Own evaluation based on Mundubat [23].
Within another typology (the CROC project [24]), SFSCs were divided into direct/indirect (with
one intermediary), and individual/collective. Whereas three types of SFSCs, namely direct sales by
individuals, collective direct sales, and partnerships of producers and consumers, were distinguished
on the basis of individual or collective initiators of SFSCs [23].
Based on the knowledge gathered by the authors within the framework of the SKIN project,
we distinguish also SFSCs functioning as local food systems, hyper-local food systems, and ultra-local
food systems.
The most traditional meaning of SFSCs includes actors functioning in local food systems, usually
located in rural areas not far from a major town or city, that aim to grow their revenues by also
operating as a processor and a retailer. Very often these actors have been the pioneers of holistic and
sustainable farming and production methods, including the organic food movement. Their shops
often sold food at a premium on the basis that it was better, being more natural and good for the
environment. Consumers also appreciated knowing where goods came from, being able to visit the
farm, and get closer to nature and its cycle of seasons. Nevertheless, many of these practices have since
been copied by large producers and all big retailers have started to sell organic products. Many of these
actors source their product from local producers, and many have adopted policies that favor producers
that employ good production methods, such as grass fed beef and free-range eggs and pesticide-free
fruit and vegetables. The meaning of local food systems might be extended to the concept of local
self-sufficiency [11]. Pradhan et al. (2014) presented the potential of a region to be self-sufficient,
which could be achieved by focusing agricultural practices to meet local and regional demands, and by
shifting dietary choices toward local and regional products [11].
The hyper-local food systems include SFSCs usually located in rural areas not far from the city,
and usually involved in production, processing, and vending. The bigger picture includes traditional
urban farming activities for the production of fresh fruit and vegetables that have been intensified
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thanks to technology. It also includes new initiatives based on bioreactors (breweries) producing
among others meat and leather substitutes and can be considered as part of the circular bio-economy.
The ultra-local food systems cover gardens grown as a hobby. In many cases, this activity provides
actors with quantities of food they grow themselves, to eat at home, share with neighbors, or sell in
small markets. Cities and towns often encourage this at times as a measure for food security, but also
as a way to enrich community living by encouraging contact among neighbors.
3.2. Hot Topics while Analyzing SFSCs
While analyzing SFSCs, the four main topics of interest were identified. The classification of topics
was indicated based on the results of six workshops conducted within the SKIN project. The identified
groups were used for classification of good practices in SFSCs. The topics were divided as follows,





Figure 2. Hot topics in analyzed SFSCs.; Source: Results of workshops conducted within SKIN project.
The main topic is connected to Products. Within the first group (products), topics connected to the
following areas were included:
• Branding and Labelling (describing innovations in communicating to consumers product
characteristics or product range);
• Valorization (describing innovations in products, product range, or novel approaches to product
development, e.g. multi actor design, co-design);
• Value (describing healthiness, nutritional value, freshness, and taste);
• Values (describing three pillars of sustainability, i.e. social, economic, and environmental aspects).
The area of Values is presented in Table 1.
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Within the Organizational/Institutional/Systems, two aspects were identified, i.e., Learning and
Empowerment (networking, cross-learning), and Process Innovations, in relation to collaboration
within the area of logistics and distribution. The topic of Governance covers Internal and External
aspects. The Internal part touches agreements between chain partners and decision-making structures.
The External part includes enabling government policies and regulatory frameworks, and tenders for
public procurement with social and environmental criteria.
The topic of Sales covers Efficiency (effective ordering systems, physical distance to consumers, reliable
distribution), Variety (bringing together supplies from many small producers through collaborative hubs),
and Connection (events for consumers, e.g., “meet the farmer”, use of social media etc.).
3.3. Sustainable Development in Supply Chains
The achievement of economic, social, and environmental success in a company is crucial for
finding the way to a sustainable and profitable future facing environmental and social challenges.
Current analyses indicate that human activity has exceeded the carrying capacity of earth’s resources.
Remediation efforts through technological advancement and conservation may extend the overall
ability of earth’s resources to sustain humanity. However, a “business as usual” approach to the
problem will ensure that future generations are much worse off compared to the current situation.
In the last twenty years, the issue of sustainability has become mainstream in supply chain
management research and it is now an area of significant research activity. In particular, much
research has been devoted to SFSCs too. The sustainability aspects here play a significant role in
connection with the consumer demand for quality and traceability, alarming health crises in food
markets, increasing farm value-added (margin distribution), promoting sustainable farming systems,
diversifying production, and contributing to local economic development. A potential positive impact
of SFSCs on the three dimensions of sustainable development is indicated in Table 2.
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Table 2. Positive impact of SFSCs in the three dimensions of sustainable development.
Economic Impact Social Impact Environmental Impact
• Reduction of farmers’
economic uncertainties.
• Support the profitability of
small and medium farms.
• Increase the re-circulation of
community income.
• Creation of new jobs in rural
areas (generating local
employment).
• Decrease of production costs
and market price.
• Improving synergies with
other sectors.
• Increase of food
production quality.
• Contribution to European
food safety.
• Promotion of more direct relations
between producers
and consumers.
• Enhance trust within the
value chain.
• Foster social inclusion.
• Revitalization of
local communities.
• Contribution to rural development
(particularly in marginal areas).
• Awaken the sense of community.
• Conducting community education.
• Consumer empowerment.
• Bigger recognition of producers.
• Dissemination of training and
coaching activities.
• Promotion of healthy diet.
• Reduction of resource use
(such as fossil fuel or
packaging).
• Reduction of food waste and
saving food.
• Promotion of less polluting
production methods
(e.g., organic farming).
• Reduction of GHG emissions
and carbon footprint.
• Reduction of energy use.
• Reduction of food miles.
Source: Own work based on the results of workshops conducted within the SKIN project.
The main conclusion is that SFSCs help to promote and to enable the driving of sustainable
farming systems. The first dimension focuses on economic aspects. Generally, SFSCs contribute
to local economic development, in particular, the impact of SFSCs covers the potential to increase
farm value-added (better profit allocation), to decrease uncertainty, and to diversify product range.
The social impact includes development of local social networks and increasing trust within the food
chain, mainly consumers’ trust in the process and product quality. Within the environmental area, it is
assumed that small-scale production entities, like participants of SFSCs, cause less pollution than big
food producers.
It is worth mentioning that cooperation within SFSCs can help to integrate new participants in the
chain within the agri-food sector. There are many benefits to be gained from engaging in collaborative
activities while creating short supply chains [18]: higher margins/lower overheads, improved product
range, resource sharing, local food chain infrastructure, increased negotiating power, and mutual
support through collaboration.
As noted in Table 2, some beneficial effects on the environment, economy, and society may be
noticed while shortening the supply chain. Nevertheless, not all short chains have the expected
positive impacts on the system. Here, the way in which the supply chain is shortened is important.
In addition, creating short supply chains reflects market failure as: information asymmetry, transaction
costs, uncertainty, opportunism and lack of confidence, economies of scale, external effects, social inequality,
and information (knowledge) flow. The limitation of functional weaknesses of the market through creation
of short supply chains may relate to three sustainability aspects. The relationships that occur in each
group indicate the following relations:
• Environmental aspects
◦ The reduction of information asymmetry regarding products and processes.
As a consequence of the reduction of information asymmetry, one may achieve more
responsible exploration of natural resources like water, land, and air.
◦ The reduction of external effects regarding products and processes. As a result, we may
achieve a reduction of emissions to the environment; that is, sewage to the water, fertilizers
to the soil, gas emissions to the air. A significant impact on the environment can be
exerted throughout the product life cycle, including transportation and operations of
logistics contractors.
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• Economic aspects
◦ The reduction of transaction costs between participants of supply chains through better
coordination and shortening of value creation.
◦ The reduction of uncertainty, opportunism, and lack of confidence between participants of
supply chains. This may emanate from better coordination and communication between
market participants and the reduction of resources involved in control and risk assessment.
◦ The reduction of information asymmetry regarding products and processes.
As a consequence of the reduction, one may achieve a fair contract, transparency in
establishing business networks, and prevention of corruption.
• Social aspects
◦ The reduction of social inequality and information (knowledge) flow between supply chain
participants that create value to customers and the society. Thanks to a better exchange of
information about products and processes, including resources involved in their creation,
one may achieve the reduction of social inequality and information flow.
◦ The reduction of information asymmetry regarding products and processes.
As a consequence, one may introduce fair employment practices, cooperation with local
communities, respect, and principles of equality among employees.
3.4. Good Practices Within SFSCs—Orientation on Sustainability
As was mentioned in the previous part of the paper, many types of short supply chains may
be distinguished. We observe also the increasing number of SFSC initiatives all over the world,
in particular in Europe. These SFSCs could be seen as a relatively new crucial direction of food
production and distribution on a bigger scale. Thus, further research is needed. The assessment
of SFSC initiatives through good practices is a recognized tool of research. The identification and
the synthesis of good practices was done within the framework of the SKIN project, Horizon 2020.
Over 100 examples of such chains in 15 European countries were identified, described, and analyzed.
In Figure 3, the structure of identified SFSC practices by country and sector is presented.
Figure 3. SFSC good practices by country and sector. Source. Own elaboration based on SKIN project.
The highest number of identified practices was recognized in Ireland, Austria, UK, and Hungary.
The analyzed good practices were identified in sectors like fresh meat, processed dairy, and vegetables
and fruit. In Poland, the majority of the practices related to the fruit and vegetable sector, while
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in Ireland, the meat sector was most popular. Nevertheless, a tendency to include more than one
agri-food sector within a single enterprise was observed in the sample. Good practices cover specific
distribution channels, such as on-line sales with home delivery, collection at designated places,
or inviting consumers to farms. Almost all (about 90 cases) of the analyzed good practices were
connected to the first level of agricultural production. Almost 40 of them were focused on processing
and retailing. Some of the identified cases were connected to tourism providers, labs, or wholesalers,
as shown in Figure 4. The analysis showed that different sectors’ participants and supply chain stages
are interested in activity within the short chain. Many of the participants see the potential and benefits
of shortening the path to the consumer. It is of high importance that this development follows the
concept of sustainability, which relates to the maintenance and enhancement of environmental, social,
and economic resources. The possible impacts and benefits of such initiatives were analyzed within the
three dimensions of sustainability, as shown in Figure 5. The research was based on case studies/good
practices collected within the SKIN project, Horizon 2020.
Figure 4. Participants of SFSC good practices; Source: Own elaboration based on SKIN project.
Figure 5. SFSC good practices within sustainability dimensions. Source: Own elaboration based on
SKIN project.
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It is obvious that the main goal of each economic activity on the market is profit oriented.
Nevertheless, the additional economic benefits of SFSCs are, among others, generating local employment
(42 case studies), supporting synergies with other sectors (23 case studies), preserving and valorizing
small farms (20 case studies), reducing economic uncertainties (14 case studies), supporting local
initiatives for multiple producers (13 case studies), and training and coaching initiatives (12 case
studies). Such supply chains can also be seen as a means to restructure the sector in order to develop
sustainable farming methods. The environmental dimension is supported by ecological production
methods (57 case studies), and decreasing food miles (31 case studies), less energy use and carbon
footprint (27 case studies), less GHG emissions (25 case studies), and reduced food waste (24 case
studies). Additionally, there is a very strong side of SFSCs, i.e. the social dimensions, with benefits
such as strengthened connections between producers and consumers (69 case studies), increasing
trust and sense of community (41 case studies), increasing recognition of producers (25 case studies),
and community pride and animation (6 case studies).
Based on the analysis, one can deduct that SFSCs as local structures fulfill the concept of
sustainability within all three dimensions, which gives the stimulus to multifunctionality in agriculture,
satisfying the needs of both the consumption and production side. The direct relationship between the
producer and the consumer allows transfer of knowledge between them.
4. Discussion on Possible Barriers and Chances for Development of SFSCs
In the previous section of the paper, we have shown that SFSCs are part of the concept of
sustainable development. Thus, there is a strong need for creation of such initiatives. Nevertheless,
development of the short supply chains may be more stable by overcoming the barriers and using
success factors. Taking into account the outcomes from the case studies, the barriers and success factors
were identified in Table 3. In general, the entities functioning within the SFSCs face barriers mainly of
economic nature.
Table 3. Main factors of success and barriers.
Area Success Factors Barriers
Creation of SFSCs
Product know-how and innovation Difficulties in securing the finance needed toinvest in new technology
Cross-learning between stakeholders Need ‘expert’ advice, concentrated on asmall-scale collaborative models
Enabling regulatory frameworks and
government policies
Disabling regulatory frameworks and
government policies
Availability of specialized local business and
organizational support
Local organizations and local authorities are
not always skilled in providing business and
support specifically for collaborative ventures
Product development
New and improved products can be
developed through application of technology;
or production processes can be made more
efficient
Cost of technology adoption
Investment of time and money is needed for
product development
Banks and institutions are often reluctant to
invest in collaborative SFCs because of the
high level of risk
Technological innovations and appropriate
skills; e.g., use of IT systems for financial
management
Lack of specialized knowledge such as IT and
accountancy skills
Collective branding Lack of expertise in branding; time needed todevelop collective vision, cost
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Table 3. Cont.
Area Success Factors Barriers
Access to market
On-line sales: reliable internet service,
effective ordering systems, internet shop,
and payment systems
Poor internet service, lack of affordable
technical support, unreliable distribution
Sales to local communities: variety of sales
points, key products that attract consumers,
close to urban population
Cost of stalls and cooling systems at markets,
cost of owning or renting a shop space, lack of
diverse local production, lack of affordable
land near urban populations
Sales to supermarkets: strong and distinctive
products in a niche market premium
Reluctance of SFC businesses to sell to
supermarkets—loss of control on delivery
principles, demands for exclusivity increases
supplier risk
Sales to HoReCa (Hotel, Restaurant,
Catering/Café): special ‘meet the producer’ or
‘brokerage’ events
Poor organization on the part of
farmers/producers, compared to
professionalism expected by hotels
Direct sales: inviting customers to farms in
order to increase awareness and trust Poor customer service
Source: Own elaboration.
Actors involved in the creation of short supply chains have to deal with three main areas that
can both contribute to the initiatives’ success and can be barriers during the creation process, i.e.,
regulations, competences, and access to financing. National or EU regulations (mainly EU hygiene
rules are a serious challenge to small and traditional food producers) as well as tax systems are in some
countries an obstacle to the development of cooperation within short supply chains.
It is true that a short supply chain can arise thanks to a small investment. On the other hand, limited
access to technology and equipment creates the need for increased funding to develop innovation.
Lack of appropriate skills can be a serious challenge for creating short supply chains, but this does not
mean that all actors involved in this process have low qualifications. Rather, it is about how to get or
share skills. Although short supply chain practices are becoming increasingly common across Europe,
their impact on economic sustainability seems limited by lack of experience and knowledge, which
hinders the dissemination of this distribution model and the dissemination of innovation.
Product development is important for every food industry. Nevertheless, investment in new
product categories and technological innovations requires time and money. In the case of short agri-food
chains which are based on cooperation, the development of products is not only closely related to
the type of product, but also to the structure of the chain and the values that connect the cooperating
entities, including the consumer. It should be also remembered that for the majority of buyers, price is
a key determinant of purchase decisions. Taking into account market conditions, one should notice
that producers from short supply chains compete with low-cost, industrial, large-scale actors.
Regarding access to markets and consumers, the general recommendation is that actors involved
in short supply chains understand better how consumers’ lifestyles affect purchasing food. Training
that helps individuals involved in short chains to access more information about consumer trends is
very valuable. Nevertheless, access to market research is very difficult for small-scale entities. In this
area, a cooperation with universities and research centers can be helpful. It is also important to notice
that different product categories require different approaches and that different locations have different
dynamics for agri-food chains.
Based on the success factors and barriers identified above, it should be remembered that short
supply chains of agri-food products are very diverse in terms of their structure. Any measures
supporting cooperation in these initiatives will therefore have to take into account the organizational
structure, objectives, and activities of the chain.
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5. Conclusions
The Short Food Supply Chain (SFSC) is a developing model functioning in parallel to conventional
food chains. It becomes an alternative to globalized agri-food networks. Nowadays, an increasing
number of entities functioning within short food chains is noticeable. The increase of short supply
chains is someway directly related to the growing importance of food quality from both the production
and the consumption side. In addition, the benefits of SFSCs support the sustainability concept.
In general, short chains meet the societal demand of providing quality food while reducing the
environmental impact of agriculture.
Within the framework of this paper, SFSCs were investigated based on the analysis of case
studies/good practices [14]. Over 100 examples of such chains in 15 European countries were identified.
The initiatives were analyzed within the three dimensions of sustainable development. The economic
benefits of SFSCs are, among others, generating local employment, supporting synergies with other
sectors, and profitability. Such supply chains can also be seen as a means to restructure the sector
in order to develop sustainable farming methods. The environmental dimension is supported by
ecological production methods, the decrease of GHG emissions, food miles, energy use and carbon
footprint, and food waste in comparison to conventional food chains. In addition, there is a very strong
side of SFSCs, i.e. the social dimensions, with such benefits as strengthening the connection between
producers and consumers, an increased trust and sense of community, and increased recognition
of producers. Thus, SFSCs as local structures fulfill the concept of sustainability within all three
dimensions, which give stimulus to multifunctionality in agriculture, satisfying the needs of both the
consumption and production side.
We have shown that SFSCs are part of the concept of sustainable development. Thus, there is
a strong need for creation of such initiatives. Nevertheless, development of the short supply chains
may be more stable by overcoming the barriers and using success factors. In general, the entities
functioning within the SFSCs have to face barriers mainly of economic nature.
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